The Superpowers and the Middle East
lock over the Suez and Sudan, and succeeded in bringing about an
agreement with regard to both the issues. Sudan was launched
on its course toward independence, and by an agreement signed
in July 1954, the British withdrew from the Canal zone29' within
twenty-eight months with only a tenuous right of return in case of
attack by a foreign power on a member of the Arab League or
on Turkey. This was interpreted by Moscow as a victory of
American diplomacy and the Soviet press bitterly reproached the
Egyptian leaders for having "jumped on the American band-
wagon" and for their "shortsightedness and weakness".30 The
Soviet leaders even became convinced that the Suez agreement
had merely been the "first step toward the inclusion of Egypt in
the Western bloc"* This, however, proved to be a wrong assess-
ment for while Egypt accepted American economic help, she
rejected military aid as limited by the requirements of the Mutual
Security Program, and refused to consider any sort of alliance
with the United States and the West.
Recognizing the tenuous nature of the 1954 Suez agreement
and to counterbalance the withdrawal of Britain as well as to
check Soviet designs, the United States decided to stabilize the
situation with a Middle East version of NATO (North Atlantic
Treaty Organization). The apparent success of the NATO in
counteracting Russian power in Europe, followed by Communist
threat in Korea, led the United Stales to believe that Russia was
prepared! to employ military aggression along its peripheries
whenever it was not opposed by adequate military force31 and,
of the British Canal Zone Force meant the loss of a
vital potential buffer between Israel and the largest of the Arab states —
Egypt— and, consequently, it increased Israeli concern for its security.
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